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This is an apoeal from a judgment oO: the United States 


District Court for the Fastern District o New York (The Hon- 
orable John R. Bartels, District Judce) entered on March 12, 


1976, convicting appellant William H. Jackson of a singie 


count of obstruction of the mails, in violation of le U.S.C. 
§1701, and sentencing him to the custody oO he Attorney Gen- 
eral pursuant to 18 U.S.C. §4208(b) for the purpose of a study 
and to enable the Court to receive a report and thereafter to 
take action permitted under 18 U.S.C. §4208 (b). 

This Court contin The Legal Aid Society, Federal De- 
fender Services Unit, as counsel on appeal, pursuant to the 
Criminal Justice Act. 
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a 75-year old friend of appellant's and his family anda 


former resident in their home. In 1971 Brown moved in with 
appellant as his boarder, first at appellant's apartment and 


later at a home purchased by appellant on Staten Island. 
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accompany him to the Staten Island Check Cashing Corporation. 


In September 1972 Brown suffered a heart attack and was 


hospitalized in Harlem Hospital. While he was convalescing, 


appellant purchased and delivered a television set to Brown 
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Indeed, the employment of a §4208(b) study in: this case 
would lead to an absolutely :absurd result. If, aS is permis- 
sable, the length of the study here is extended up to si: 
months, appellant will have served his entire sentence by the 
time the District Court is able tc act upon th tudy. The 
study will thus be meaningless, and the resources expended 
for the study will have served no purpose wha ever. Con- 
gress should not be held to have authorized a procedure whic! 
wastes Federal resources and is at odds with common anse. 
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